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DETAILED ACTION: Non-Final Rejection 



Response to Arguments 

1. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1, 3-10, and 12-14 have been considered but 
are moot in view of the new grounds of rejection. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said'subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1, 3-6, 9-10, and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Bajpai (WO 97/15009) in view of Carpenter et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,260,048). 

As in claim 1, Bajpai teaches a distributed computer system comprising: 
a first main system and a second main system, both to execute applications in cooperation 
with a human user (Figs. 1 and 2; page 4 lines 20-21, processor 10 and page 5 lines 7-11, local 
diagnostic element 28; page 10 lines 28-30, where it is interpreted that there may be multiple 
main system diagnostic elements 28); and 
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a service system to evaluate problems in the first and second main systems (Figs. 1 and 
5; page 10 lines 17-21 and 28-30, remote digital data processor 1 2 / diagnostic element 50), the 
service system comprising: 

a service module configured to collect problem related data from the main systems, the 
problem related data representing a problem identified about data in at least one of the first or 
second main systems (Fig. 5; page 10 lines 7-9 and 17-19, communications devices 52); 

an acquisition module configured to acquire knowledge representations, the knowledge 
representations defining solution identification rules (Fig. 5; page 10 lines 20-27, expert system 
engine 56, where the knowledge representations are acquired from databases 58 and 60); 

a knowledge module configured to store the knowledge representations (Fig. 5; page 10 
lines 20-27, databases 58 and 60); and 

an inference module configured to process problem related data with knowledge 
representations to identify solutions and forward the solutions through the service module to the 
main systems (Fig. 5; page 10 lines 20-27, where the expert system engine 56 is interpreted as an 
inference module), wherein the identified solutions are applied to solve the problems (page 11 
lines 7-12 and 16), and wherein the first and second main systems have first and second auxiliary 
systems, respectively, with auxiliary knowledge representations to evaluate problems in at least 
one of the first or second main systems and to escalate problem evaluation to the service system 
(Figs. 1 and 2; page 5 lines 7-9, where the expert system 30 and databases 34,36,38 are 
interpreted as an auxiliary system and a knowledge representations, respectively; page 9 lines 
19-27 describes problem evaluation escalation). 
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However, Bajpai fails to teach of forwarding preliminary solutions. Carpenter et al. 
teaches forwarding, from an auxiliary system to a service system, preliminary solutions based on 
auxiliary knowledge representations when a problem is escalated to the service system (column 3 
line 61 through column 4 line 3, and column 4 lines 41-52, where a trouble ticket reflecting a 
failure including a description of fault symptoms and other relevant information is a preliminary 
solution passed from auxiliary remote diagnostics 22-24 to service system 11; a trouble ticket as 
taught by Carpenter et al. containing failure information in attempt of a solution based on 
knowledge representation database 23 is interpreted as a preliminary solution, in light of the 
exemplary problem/solution data as described in the Applicant's Specification in paragraph 
f065](2)). 

It would have been obvious to a person skilled in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have included the preliminary solution forwarding as taught by Carpenter et al. in the 
invention of Bajpai. This would have been obvious because reporting of a preliminary solution 
as taught by Carpenter et al. in the form of a trouble ticket enhances the fault tolerance and 
reparability of a client environment while reducing intervention by the client themselves (column 
2 lines 57-63), thus increasing the overall efficiency of the resolution system. 

As in claim 3, Bajpai teaches the knowledge representations in the service system are 
enhanced in comparison to the auxiliary knowledge representations in the first and second 
auxiliary systems (page 9 lines 22-23). 
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As in claim 4, Bajpai teaches the knowledge representations are enhanced in volume, 
actuality and complexity (page 9 lines 22-23). 

As in claim 5, Bajpai teaches the first and second auxiliary systems forward problem data 
to the service system after preliminary data analysis by processing with the auxiliary knowledge 
representations (page 9 lines 19-29). 

As in claim 6, Bajpai teaches the services system updates the auxiliary knowledge 
representations in the first and second auxiliary systems (page 9 lines 26-27). 

As in claim 9, Bajpai teaches a method for solving a problem in at least one main 
computer system by expert systems, comprising: 

detecting the problem in the main system (page 5 lines 14-15); 

processing problem related data with a first set of knowledge representations of a first 
expert system to search for a solution to identify a first set of search results, the problem related 
data representing a problem identified about data in the main system, and the first set of 
knowledge representations defining solution identification rules (page 5 lines 18-20 and page 7)\ 

depending on processing results, selectively solving the problem by the first expert 
system (page 7 lines 14-16) or forwarding the problem related data together with the first set of 
search results to a second expert system with a second set of knowledge representations, wherein 
the first set of knowledge representations define solution identification rules (page 6 line 11, 
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page 9 lines 19-22 and 28-29, and page 10 lines 3-9, where it is implied the search carried out 
by a first expert system was insufficient and requires further search by a second expert system); 

processing the problem related data, the first set of search results and the second set of 
knowledge representations by the second expert system to search for the solution to identify a 
second set of search results (page 10 lines 17-21 and page 11 lines 5-24); and 

depending on processing results, selectively solving the problem by the second expert 
system (page 11 lines 19-24) or presenting the first and second set of search results and problem 
related data to a human (page 11 lines 25-29). 

However, Bajpai fails to teach of search results comprising preliminary solutions to a 
problem. Carpenter et al. teaches forwarding, from an auxiliary system to a service system, 
results comprising preliminary solutions based on auxiliary knowledge representations when a 
problem is escalated to the service system (column 3 line 61 through column 4 line 3, and 
column 4 lines 41-52, where a trouble ticket reflecting a failure including a description of fault 
symptoms and other relevant information is a preliminary solution passed from auxiliary remote 
diagnostics 22-24 to service system 11; a trouble ticket as taught by Carpenter et al. containing 
failure information in attempt of a solution based on knowledge representation database 23 is 
interpreted as a preliminary solution, in light of the exemplary problem/solution data as 
described in the Applicant's Specification in paragraph [065] (2)). 

It would have been obvious to a person skilled in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have included the preliminary solutions as taught by Carpenter et al. in the invention of 
Bajpai. This would have been obvious because reporting of results containing a preliminary 
solution as taught by Carpenter et al. in the form of a trouble ticket enhances the fault tolerance 
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and reparability of a client environment while reducing intervention by the client themselves 
(column 2 lines 57-63), thus increasing the overall efficiency of the resolution system. 

As in claim 10, Bajpai teaches a computer program product stored in a computer-readable 
medium comprising program code means for performing the method of claim 9 when the 
computer program product is run on a computer (page 5 lines 1-6), 

As in claim 14, Bajpai teaches an inference module processes the problem related data 
with knowledge representations in a dynamic adaptive order or a hierarchical order (page 7 lines 
1-16), 

* * * 

3. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bajpai in view of 
Carpenter et al., further in view of Turek et ah (U.S. Patent No. 6,460,070). 

As in claim 7, the combined invention of Bajpai and Carpenter et al. teaches the first and 
second auxiliary systems each [respectively] have a service module to collect problem related 
data from the main systems (Fig, 2 #30; page 5 lines 14-15), an acquisition module to acquire 
knowledge representations (Fig. 2 #30; where expert system 30 is interpreted as acquire 
knowledge representations from expert system databases 34,36,38), a knowledge module to store 
the knowledge representations (Fig, 2 #s 34,36,38; page 5 lines 18-20), and an inference module 
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for processing problem related data with knowledge representations to identify solutions (Fig. 2 
#30; page 5 lines 18-20), the inference module for selectively forwarding the problem related 
data through the [respective] service module to the [respective] main systems (Fig. 2 #32; page 5 
lines 12-1 7, where a user interface may be interpreted as a "main system " and an expert system, 
databases, and network connectivity may be interpreted collectively as an "auxiliary system ") 
and forwarding data to the service system (page 11 lines 5-6). 

However, the combined invention of Bajpai and Carpenter et al. fails to explicitly teach 
of forwarding solutions to a main system. Turek et al. teaches of system with a tier of main 
systems, a tier of auxiliary systems, and an expert system (Figs. 1 and 5; column 3 line 47 
through column 4 line 12, column 5 line 61 through column 6 line 25, and column 9 lines 30-36, 
where TN Manager 14 is interpreted as an expert system, Managed Nodes 16 are interpreted as 
auxiliary systems, and Terminal Nodes 18 are interpreted as main systems, where each system 
contains respective diagnostic modules and knowledge databases). The system as taught by 
Turek et al. parallels that as taught by Bajpai when the User Workstation 10 [Terminal Node] is 
interpreted as a main system, the Remote Diagnostic Workstation 12 [Managed Node] is 
interpreted as an auxiliary system, and the Engineer's Workstation 14 [TN Manager] is 
interpreted as an expert system, where the Remote Diagnostic Workstation 12 would forward 
solutions to User Workstation 10 or data to Engineer's Workstation 14. Further, it is interpreted 
that the inclusion of multiple Diagnostic Workstations 12 connected to at least one Engineer's 
Workstation 14 does not warrant patentability over the prior art [MPEP 2144.04(VI)(B.) 
"Duplication of Parts"]. 
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It would have been obvious to a person skilled in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have included the layout as taught by Turek et al. in the combined invention of Bajpai 
and Carpenter et al. This would have been obvious because the invention of Turek et al. reduces 
the amount of resources necessary to operate in a distributed diagnostic system (column 9 lines 
45-50), 

* - * * 

4. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bajpai in view of 
Carpenter et al., further in view of Aslanian et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,1 1 1,384). 

As in claim 8, the combined invention of Bajpai and Carpenter et al. teaches the inference 
module applies the knowledge representations for both main systems. However, the combined 
invention of Bajpai and Carpenter et al. fails to explicitly teach of distinguishing the main system 
versions. Aslanian et al. teaches of distinguishes version differences of the main systems by 
looking up in a check lexicon (page 2 lines 3-43, page 3 lines 38-43, and page 8 lines 23-38), 

It would have been obvious for a person skilled in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have included the version distinguishing as taught by Aslanian et al. in the combined 
invention of Bajpai and Carpenter et al. This would have been obvious because the invention of 
Aslanian et al. offers a time and resource efficient means of utilizing an expert system and a 
knowledge representation base in order to solve a problem (page 1 lines 66-68). Further, 
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Aslanian et al. implies distinguishing of main system versions through the examination of 
various operating system files and the Registry (page 9 lines 26-27 and page 10 lines 3-9), 

* * * 

5. Claims 12 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bajpai 
in view of Carpenter et al., further in view of Aslanian et al., further in view of Cha et al. (WO 
01/18652 Al). 

As in claim 12, the combined invention of Bajpai, Carpenter et al., and Aslanian et al. 
teaches the elements of claim 11. However, the combined invention of Bajpai, Carpenter et al., 
and Aslanian et al. fails to teach of an enterprise resource planning system. Cha et al. teaches of 
an enterprise resource planning system (Fig. 4; page 4 lines 17-18, page 7 lines 3-10, and page 
11 lines 18-24, where the R/3 system is interpreted as an enterprise resource planning system) 

It would have been obvious for a person skilled in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have included the enterprise resource planning system as taught by Cha et al. in the 
combined invention of Bajpai, Carpenter et al., and Aslanian et al. This would have been 
obvious because the invention as taught by Cha et al. offers a time and cost efficient expert 
system for diagnosing problems (page 2 lines 5-12). Further, it is well-known in the art to 
implement expert system diagnostics in an enterprise resource planning system [R/3] 
environment (Applicant's Specification paragraph [024]). 
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As in claim 13, the combined invention of Bajpai, Carpenter et ah, and Aslanian et al. 
teaches the elements of claim 11. However, the combined invention of Bajpai, Carpenter et al., 
and Aslanian et al. fails to teach of an R/3 system. Cha et al. teaches of an R/3 system (Fig. 4; 
page 4 lines 17-18, page 7 lines 3-10, and page 11 lines 18-24) 

It would have been obvious for a person skilled in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have included the R/3 system as taught by Cha et al. in the combined invention of 
Bajpai, Carpenter et al, and Aslanian et al. This would have been obvious because the invention 
as taught by Cha et al. offers a time and cost efficient expert system for diagnosing problems 
(page 2 lines 5-12), Further, it is well-known in the art to implement expert system diagnostics 
in an R/3 environment (Applicant's Specification paragraph [024]). 

Conclusion 

6. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure: 

U.S. Patent No. 6,236,989 Mandyam et al. discloses cooperative knowledge bases. 
U.S. Patent No. 6,098,061 Gotoh et al. discloses cooperative expert systems. 
U.S. Patent No. 7,080,287 Salem discloses problem-solution escalation. 
U.S. Patent No. 6,263,333 Houchin et al. discloses potential solution determination. 
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7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Paul Contino whose telephone number is (571) 272-3657. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 9:00 am - 6:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Scott Baderman can be reached on (571) 272-3644. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 

c 

system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-2 1 7-9 1 97 (toll-free). 



PFC 

3/6/2007 




SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 



